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ABSTRACT
This paper serves two purposes: (1) to find the effect of the legalization of
abortion on future wages and (2) to test Donohue-Levitt’s “Wantedness Hypothesis” (i.e.,
that relatively more wanted children have superior economic outcomes). Non-parametric
evidence suggests that the legalization of abortion increased the annual salary and wage
and salary income for people born before 1973 in a state with legal abortion. The OLS
specifications suggest that once state surveyed and state of birth effects are included into
the models the effect is negative. Once macroeconomic and other unobservable effects
are controlled for, I find no evidence of an effect for non-Whites. Moreover, I find
evidence contrary to the Wantedness Hypothesis for Whites, suggesting that Whites born
in a state with illegal abortion prior to Roe v. Wade had lower wages after the policy
change and were affected negatively by the access to abortion.
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION
On January 22, 1973 the course of women’s and America’s history changed. The
Supreme Court made the decision in Roe v. Wade in favor of Jane Roe, the alias for
Norma L. McCorvey. This legalized the use of abortion. Formally, the Supreme Court
declared that the option to have children was protected by the Ninth Amendment. In the
past two decades there has been an array of research devoted to estimating the effect of
abortion on a variety of factors; despite this attention, there has been no research on the
effect of legalized abortion on future wages. This study intends to find that effect, if it
exists, and intends to test Donohue and Levitt’s “Wantedness Hypothesis”; that is, that
cohorts born after Roe v. Wade will have, relatively, better socioeconomic outcomes.
The previous literature dedicated to understanding the effects of abortion suggests
that there have been many consequences of Roe v. Wade. In particular, the decision in
Roe v. Wade decreased the crime rate by as much as 50 percent [Donohue and Levitt
2001]. Donohue, Levitt, and Grogger [2009] found that the access to abortion lowered the
rates of unmarried births for women between the ages of 20 and 24, as well as increasing
the number of married births for women between the ages of 20 and 24. Ananat et al.
[2007] found that the fertility rate fell by roughly 5 percent after the legalization of
abortion in the United States. Charles and Stephens [2006] found that adolescents who
faced higher risk of having been aborted are more likely to use controlled substances.
Further, they found that cohorts born in a state with legal abortion prior to Roe v. Wade
were less likely to use drugs than persons from the same cohorts born in other states,
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which suggests that the relative wantedness of a child may highly influence their future
likeliness to use drugs. Levine et al. [1999] found that lower income teenagers and
unmarried women are more likely to seek abortions*. Joyce [1985] found that the
decrease in unwanted births led to better health for given weights and gestational ages.
The consistency of the previous research, that is, that the access to abortion lowered birth
rates and increased the health of post Roe v. Wade cohort, has many implications about
the relative quality of citizens of the United States being born after the policy change;
that is, that the quality should have increased. Indeed, the research suggests that the
cohorts are healthier, less likely to use drugs, in a smaller birth cohort, and are more
likely to be the product of married parents.
In Romania, Pop-Eleches [2006] found that the removal of the access to abortion
not only increased the fertility rate by 1.6 percent, consistent with Ananat et al., but it
also had adverse effects on the educational attainments and labor market outcomes of
children born after the ban. Pop-Eleches found that the cohort born after abortion was
banned was more likely to participate in low-skilled jobs and less likely to attend higher
levels of education. Similarly, he found that cohorts born after the ban was removed
displayed better educational and labor market outcomes. Indeed, there has been a vast
quantity of effects from the legalization of abortion upon the quality of U.S. citizens born
after Roe v. Wade. Therefore, it is important to understand, and to test, whether the
change in the quality of cohorts born after Roe v. Wade has influenced their future
earnings.

*

While this is, clearly, not a consequence of Roe v. Wade it is a very important empirical result; one that is
further discussed in the analysis.
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This paper will be composed into six parts: (i) the introduction and discussion of
the previous literature, (ii) the explanation why abortion should affect future wages, (iii)
description of the data, (iv) a formal presentation of the empirical models being used, (v)
presentation of the results, and (vi) a brief summary. Potential caveats of the method and
direction for future research will be assessed throughout this paper.

3

CHAPTER TWO
WHY ABORTION SHOULD AFFECT FUTURE WAGES
The Mincer [1974] wage equation suggests that a given person’s income is some
function of their education, ability, and experience. Labor economists have further
specified the wage equation by demographic information including gender, race, parents’
income, and parents’ education. Consider Donohue and Levitt’s “Wantedness
Hypothesis”; that cohorts born after Roe v. Wade are relatively more wanted. It is then
plausible that “unwantedness” will adversely affect wages and that “wantedness” will
positively affect wages. That is, the decision for a parent not to abort their child is
representative of an explicit desire for that child. If one believes that child is relatively
more desired by their parents, then it would seem that their parents will nurture, care, and
tend to them relatively more than an unwanted child. In fact, this wanted child will be 4060% less likely to grow up in poverty, die as an infant, receive welfare, and live in a
single family home, which was estimated by Gruber, Levine, and Staigler [1999]. Since
the relatively wanted child is less likely to grow up in poverty, that child will be more
likely to perform better in school, labor markets, and in their wages; Pop-Eleches found
this to be true for school and labor market performance. If the former two hypotheses are
true, then the wage hypothesis should be positive; that is, the effect of abortion on wages
should be in a positive direction.
Secondly, the smaller cohorts, as a consequence of the availability of abortion,
may affect future wages. Recall that Ananat et al. [2007] found that the fertility rate fell
by roughly 5 percent after Roe v. Wade. This would then imply that the size of the post
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Roe v. Wade cohort would decrease. The labor market implication is that the supply of
labor for the post Roe v. Wade cohort decreases. A decrease in the supply of labor within
cohorts would then lead to an increase in wages.
Thirdly, another channel Pop-Eleches claims affected cohorts is through the type
of people that access abortion. Specifically, one must understand who is accessing
abortion and how they are affected. He suggests that this effect needs empirical evidence
and is hard-pressed theoretically because the direction and magnitude are highly
ambiguous. In the United States, women who are in lower income and lower
socioeconomic classes are more likely to use abortion [Gruber, Levine, and Staiger
1999]. Consider Gary Solon’s [1992] estimate of the intergenerational income
correlation, which was approximately 40-60%; if lower income people are more likely to
use abortion and future wages are correlated with one’s parents’ wages, then the effect of
the legalization of abortion should be positive on wages. This conclusion of higher wages
is intuitive due to the decreasing proportion of lower income people. Those being born
within these smaller cohorts are more likely to have better educational and labor market
performance, thus, their wages should be affected positively.
There are, therefore, three reasons why abortion should positively affect future
wages: (1) the relative increase in human capital attainments due to children being
relatively more wanted, (2) the decrease in the supply of labor within the post Roe v.
Wade cohorts, and (3) the decrease in fertility rates by consumers of abortion with low
human capital.

5

CHAPTER THREE
THE DATA
The data are a pooled cross-sectional data set that comes from 5 random samples
of the American Community Survey. The five years collected in the sample are 2005,
2006, 2007, 2008, and 2009. This offered an approximate total of 15 million observations
but once the data were narrowed to only individuals conceived in the United States
during 1972 and 1973 that reported their wages and education the sample size dropped to
roughly 164,774 used for the first analysis. I use information on the quarter of birth to
correctly specify when conception may have occurred. I then specify everything relative
to the state of birth and make the assumption that it will be the state in utero. The
dependent variable for the analysis was the log of real wage and salary income. The real
wage-income is defined as the respondent’s annual total gross wage and salary income
received as an employee for the previous year. The log is used for this income measure to
stabilize the variance of income, as well as to more easily interpret the results†.

†

The District of Columbia was dropped from the analysis to be consistent with Donohue and Levitt.
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CHAPTER FOUR
THE MODELS
The first model begins by looking at cohorts conceived directly before and after
Roe vs. Wade; that is, comparing cohorts conceived in 1972 with cohorts conceived in
1973. This first method is the most parsimonious and natural way to estimate the effect of
the legalization of abortion. Every model is partitioned by race to see if the effect of
abortion may differ for Asians, Blacks, Hispanics, Native Americans, Other non-Whites,
and Whites. The second model considers the possibility that the effect may not be present
for states with low rates of reported abortion; the post Roe v. Wade indicator variable is
then set to unity only if the state had a reported abortion rate over 19%. The choice of
19% was used since it was one standard deviation away from the average reported
abortion rate in 1973. The states with abortion rates over 19% were California, Alaska,
Kansas, Michigan, New York, and Oregon.
In 1970 five states had access to legal abortion: Alaska, California, Hawaii, New
York, and Washington. Using this cohort as a control group to estimate the effect of
abortion may yield a more clear result. Thus, the third model uses a combination of those
born in states where abortion was legal prior to Roe v. Wade after the policy change. This
allows for a difference-in-difference estimation, allowing the model to control for
potential confounding macroeconomic effects.
The selection of the covariates was based on previous literature. Pop-Eleches
[2006] uses a set of age dummies to capture the effects of cross age heterogeneity. In this
analysis age in its continuous form is used. The year dummies were included to control
7

for the variation of wage-income across each year surveyed. The inclusion of the state of
survey, also, allows for the model to control for current state of residence variation. In
2007 the annual wage may very well have been significantly higher than the reported
wages in 2009; thus, using the set of year indicators controls for the annual changes in
wages. Moreover, different states have significantly different reported average wages.
Citizens who live in New York are much more likely to have a higher wage than
respondents in Arkansas; thus, controlling for this yields a more robust estimate of
interest. Finally, the states of birth dummies were included from the model to control for
different levels of wages due to birth in different states. Similar to the reported state
surveyed the coefficient may be biased by the heterogeneity in the average wage
correlation of birth with state of survey. Allowing for this state of birth variation to be
controlled for allows for a consistent estimator of the effect of the access to abortion.
Formally, the models are:
(

)

(

)

Where,

x1i = Age of the ith respondent
x2i= A set of state of birth, state surveyed, and year surveyed controls
x3i= A binary variable set to unity if the ith respondent was conceived after Roe v. Wade
Where the effect of interest will be the coefficient,
(

)

( )

̂

One should note here that education and gender are actively chosen not to be
included into the theoretical model. This is because education and gender may be
8

endogenous to abortion. Consider a family, who, for some reason, does not want a boy,
they can have an abortion; a mother out of wedlock who knows the father’s education
level may not be high and does not want the same outcome for her child, she can have an
abortion; and so on. Thus, if one wants to estimate the effect of abortion, which may
impact education, education and gender cannot be controlled for. To be more precise, one
cannot control for any ex post changes and still see the effect of a policy; the only
controls that can be used are ex ante factors. Since abortion is a decision at birth these
demographic variables must not be controlled for to see the true effect of abortion.
Another factor to consider in this model is the amount of human capital in
different states of birth. Someone born in a state with low access to human capital may be
less likely to have a higher wage, by incorporating state effects into the model this effect
is controlled for.
Partitioning this by race yields,
(

)

( )

Where,
x4ij= A binary variable set to unity representing the ith respondent’s race
The effect of interest here will simply be the coefficients on ̂ , which represent
the average reported log wage-income estimates for someone born after Roe v. Wade for
each race.‡ In the models using different racial dummies, six coefficients will be
represented in the model that is of particular interest. The implicit assumption in the
former two models is that the effect will be constant across all states, which may be false,
‡

The x4 variable is subscripted with i and j to allow for different responses for race for each individual.
Thus, this is a matrix of four different binary variables representing each race, using this subscript allows
for easier notation and avoids excessively long equations.
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yet having a table with one hundred regressors would not only be aesthetically
displeasing, it would not offer results that are quickly understandable, since fifty
coefficients would represent the effect of Roe v. Wade. Another method that may offer,
theoretically, similar results is to segregate the cohorts by birth in high abortion states and
low abortion states.
(

)

( )

Where,
x5i= A binary variable set to unity if the ith respondent was conceived in a state with a
reported abortion rate over 14% after Roe v. Wade
Again, the effect of interest will be the coefficient on ̂ . To be consistent with
models (1.0) and (1.1) the regression can be partitioned by race.
(

)

( )
The interesting effect can be found on the different estimates of ̂ for each race.

To do a thorough analysis in searching for this effect the previous models may still not be
reflecting the true effect of abortion. Another way the effect of abortion on wage income
can be modeled is by using the five states that had legal abortion prior to Roe v. Wade.
(

)

( )

Where,
x6i= A binary variable set to unity if the ith respondent was conceived in a state with legal
abortion prior to Roe v. Wade
x7i= A binary variable set to unity if the ith respondent was conceived in a state where
abortion was illegal prior to Roe v. Wade, but that was born after 1973
The final model partitions the difference in difference by race,
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(

)

( )

The coefficient of interest in this model will, therefore, be the coefficients
within ̂ . This allows for a difference in difference method, which may be more
desirable due to the model’s ability to control for potential macroeconomic effects. If
there is an unobservable variable that is affecting the wage at someone’s conception,
using a difference in difference method will allow for this to be controlled. Moreover,
this model allows for the reader to see the change in wages for people born in a state that
had illegal abortion prior to Roe v. Wade, where the biggest effect should be present.
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CHAPTER FIVE
THE RESULTS
Non-parametric density estimation involves estimation of the density function of a
given continuous random variable. Since wages are observable on the real line,
estimating the density function is a very natural way to see the variation of earnings.
Moreover, it allows for an unrestrictive, and parsimonious, approach by graphically
representing the kernel densities of the different groups within the sample§. This allows
for a nonparametric approach that places no restrictions on the parameters; thus, there is
no worry of omitted variable bias. The densities are only partitioned by Whites and NonWhites to avoid analyzing twenty** different density plots. The first density presents the
level of wage-income for White cohorts conceived before and after Roe v. Wade.
Figure 1

§

The level of wage and salary income was plotted instead of the log, to have a clearer visual representation.
Further, the income was bound at 150,000 dollars, which only removed 3,000 observations.
**
Sincere there are five different races used in this analysis having to look at the abortion state for each
would yield roughly twenty different figures; thus, they were aggregated.
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Figure 1 is the non-parametric analogue of equation (1.1) for Whites born before
Roe v. Wade and those born after indicated above. Moreover, the two outcomes are
mutually exclusive. The two wage densities in Figure 1 are almost identical with only a
small, higher fraction of the height at the peak of the density. Intuitively, this implies that
there was a larger fraction of the post Roe v. Wade cohort at the mode of the density; but,
at lower levels of income there is also a higher fraction of people. Further, at higher
levels of income there is a smaller fraction of people. It should be noted that these
densities cannot control for various ages, years surveyed, or states surveyed; thus, they
must be interpreted very carefully. The only appropriate intuition given by these densities
is that there are visual differences, yet they may be a consequence of the variation in age,
since the cohort born after Roe v. Wade is one year older.
Figure 2 presents the wage density functions for Non-Whites that are born prior to
Roe v. Wade and those born after, and, again, is the non-parametric analogue of equation
(1.1). The results for Non-Whites and Whites are identical; the height of the density, i.e.,
the mode, increases, yet at lower levels of income there is a higher fraction of the cohort.
Further, at higher levels of income the density for the cohort born after the legalization of
abortion lies below the density of the cohort born prior, yet the difference is minor. Yet,
if we were to integrate the densities we would likely find a larger visual difference. The
densities in Figure 1 and 2 have presented no evidence of the Wantedness Hypothesis
and, in fact, present the opposite, but, again, care must be taken due to the nature of nonparametric estimation, allowing for no controls.
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Figure 2

Figure 3

The densities of Figure 3 presents the density functions for White cohorts born
prior to Roe v. Wade in states with illegal and legal abortion. The two groups are
mutually exclusive and are those who were born prior to 1973. Notice that there is a
14

significant difference in the two densities. The mode, in fact, shifts to the right for the
cohort born in a state with legal abortion. Furthermore, at higher levels of income there is
a larger fraction of the cohort and at lower levels of income there is a lower fraction of
the cohort.
Figure 4

Figure 4 presents the density functions for Non-Whites born before Roe v. Wade
in states with different abortion policies. Notice that, again, there is a significant change
in the density. In fact, the change is visually similar to the change for Whites. The
fraction of Non-Whites in lower level of incomes significantly decreases for cohorts born
in a state with legal abortion. Similarly, at higher levels of incomes there is a larger
fraction of the cohort. In the case for Non-Whites the shift is much more visually striking
compared to the change for Whites.
15

Figure 5

Figure 5 presents the estimated density function for White cohorts born in a state
with legal abortion prior to Roe v. Wade and the density for cohorts born after Roe v.
Wade in a state that had illegal abortion before 1973. Figure 5 is the non-parametric
analogue of equation (3.1) for Whites. Notice that the mode of the density for cohorts
born after Roe v. Wade is now to the left of the mode of the density for those born prior
to Roe v. Wade in a State with legal abortion. If the effect of abortion was unique,
comparing the cohort that was conceived prior and the cohort conceived after in an illegal
abortion state should yield very similar density functions; since they represent the same
effect, yet what is observed in the densities is that the cohort born in 1972, in a state with
legal abortion, had a higher average wage. The mode is significantly further to the right
than the mode of the post Roe v. Wade cohort. Intriguingly, this is consistent with
Charles and Stephens [2006] where they found no behavioral change in the cohort born
16

after Roe v. Wade, but a significant change in the cohort born prior to 1973 in a state with
legal abortion. The change in Figure 6 gives support that the change for Non-Whites was
similar to the change for Whites, except much larger in magnitude. Notice that the
fraction of people in the lower tail of the density significantly decreases. But, again, it is
important to remember that these estimated density functions do not control for the age
variation.
Figure 6

Figure 7 presents the non-parametric density analogue of equation (3.1) for
cohorts born after Roe v. Wade in states where abortion was legal, or illegal, before Roe
v. Wade that reported they were White. An interesting result here is that, at lower level of
income there is a, relatively, larger fraction of the cohort and at higher levels there is a
smaller fraction of the cohort, yet the difference does not seem very visibly large. Using
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the cohort born in a state with legal abortion as a group to compare the change in policy
allows for the densities to “control” for macroeconomic effects; this is analogous to a
difference in difference estimation.
Figure 7

The change in the density functions for Non-Whites, i.e., Figure 8, is similar to
the change for Whites in Figure 7; although, the cohort born after Roe v. Wade saw an
even larger fraction of people at lower levels of income.
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Figure 8

The densities presented thus far have given evidence suggesting that the cohort
born immediately before and after Roe v. Wade had no visual difference in their density
functions; yet the cohort born before Roe v. Wade in a state with legal abortion saw an
increase in their wages compared to cohorts born prior to Roe v. Wade in states with
illegal abortion. Further, the relative differences in the distributions for Whites and NonWhites were very similar for the legal abortion cohorts. Surprisingly, the cohort born
after Roe v. Wade with legal abortion prior to 1973 had a higher average wage than
cohorts born after in a state where abortion was illegal prior to Roe v. Wade; this reslt is
counterintuitive because if the effect of abortion was unique, the densities would,
presumably, be identical. Figure 7 and Figure 8 presented the estimated density functions
that suggested that the effect of abortion after the policy change in 1973 was different
than the effect of legalizing abortion prior to1973; that is, that the hypothesized effect
was not-unique.
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Table 1
Mean Values for Cohorts Conceived Before and After Roe v. Wade
Variable
Mean
Observations
Min
Age
33.873
164,774
31
Education
14.01
164,774
0
Female
0.483
164,774
0
Male
0.517
164,774
0
White
0.838
164,774
0
Asian
0.014
164,774
0
Black
0.111
164,774
0
Hispanic
0.025
164,774
0
Native
0.010
164,774
0
Other
0.001
164,774
0
Born After Roe v. Wade
0.490
164,774
0
Born in Legal Abortion State
0.191
164,774
0
Born After in Legal State
0.094
164,774
0
Born After in Illegal State
0.441
164,774
0
Annual Wage & Salary Income
45,865
164,774
4.2
Log(Wage & Salary Income)
10.348
164,774
1.435

Max
37
21
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
704,480
13.465

The descriptive statistics of the variables used in this analysis are presented in
Table 1. Notice that the variation in age is very minor, and varies only by six years, this is
due to the sample selected. Recall that only those born between 1972 and 1973 are being
analyzed, and since there are five years being used the bounds on age are to be expected.
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Table 2
Cohorts Conceived Before and After Roe v. Wade

Constant

Dep. Variable = Log(Real Annual Wage and Salary Income)
I
II
III
IV
V
9.915*** 7.405*** 9.317*** 7.132*** 9.820***
[1.5680] [1.3820]
[1.487]
[0.118]
[0.0061]

After Roe
Controls for:
Age & Age²
Year
State
Birth-State
Education
R²
Observations
*significant at 10%
**significant at 5%
***significant at 1%

VI
9.938***
[1.2352]

-0.012
[0.0082]

-0.008
[0.0074]

-0.0099
[0.008]

-0.0067
[0.007]

-0.001
[0.0006]

0.000
[0.0064]

Yes
Yes
No
No
No

Yes
Yes
No
No
Yes

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
No

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes
Yes
No
No

Yes
No
No
Yes
No

0.0015
164,774

0.1043
164,774

0.0247
164,774

0.1165
164,774

0.0210
164,774

0.0118
164,774

The standard errors are clustered by state surveyed and are reported in brackets. Each column represents a
different regression and the Controls list which control variables were added to or excluded from the
model.

Table 2 presents the estimates for model (1.0) using six different specifications.
Each column represents a different regression analysis using the controls explicitly
labeled “Yes” or “No.” The results suggest that there is no effect of the legalization of
abortion on wage and income. The standard errors are frequently greater than the
estimated coefficients and the confidence intervals are very large. Even after the omission
of all of the controls the estimates consistently suggest that there is no effect present.
Consider precisely what is being estimated in this model: the average wage-income for
cohorts conceived after 1972. It is important to note that this coefficient does not estimate
the effect of abortion, but instead the effect of the access to abortion on wages. By
controlling for the average wage-income for each state of birth and state surveyed this
coefficient should represent the hypothesized effect of being born after Roe v. Wade.
Controlling for education brings the coefficient closer to zero. In this case, the
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specification of the density functions seems to be fairly representative, suggesting that
there was no change in wages due to the legalization of abortion.
It is paramount to state the assumptions of the presented models: excluding the
state of birth and state surveyed effects explicitly assumes that the change in wages will
be different from national averages. Models that include state of birth and state surveyed
effects assume that the effect of abortion will be significantly different from the state
surveyed and the state of birth. The final assumption is that excluding education in the
models is due to the endogeneity of education to abortion.
Returning to one of the mechanisms that Pop-Eleches suggests affected the
cohorts after the policy change is through the kinds of people accessing abortion. The
American Community Survey does not provide information about a respondent’s parents’
income, but it seems plausible that one way to try and more accurately see the effect of
abortion is to partition the estimates by race.

Base
After*Race

Table 3
Cohorts Conceived Before and After Roe v. Wade, by Race
Dep. Variable = Log(Real Annual Wage and Salary Income)
Asians
Blacks
Hispanics
Natives
Other
0.271*** -0.341*** -0.230*** -0.469***
-0.281**
[0.0322]
[0.0194]
[0.0211]
[0.5358]
[0.1421]
-0.012
-0.030*
-0.002
0.059
0.025
[0.037]
[0.0160]
[0.0211]
[0.0536]
[0.1874]

Controls for:
Age & Age²
Year
State
Birth-State
Education

-0.007
[0.0073]

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
0.0388
164,774

R²
Observations
*significant at 10%
**significant at 5%
***significant at 1%

Whites
--

The standard errors are clustered by state surveyed and are reported in brackets. In this regression the
“White” indicator was left out of the regression, it was reported as the constant.
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Table 3†† represents equation (1.1) and is estimated by a single regression
analysis. Intriguingly, the estimates for Blacks, Hispanics, and Whites have negative
coefficients, but for Hispanics and Whites the estimates are near zero. The only
interesting estimates here are for Blacks and Natives. The estimate for Blacks is not only
inconsistent with the Wantedness Hypothesis, but it is the exact opposite of what
Donohue and Levitt suggested. For Natives, the estimate was actually positive, giving
tiny evidence of the Wantedness Hypothesis, but the standard errors are nearly as large as
the coefficient, and yields a test statistic slightly greater than one. The estimate for Blacks
is both economically and statistically significant; suggesting that Blacks were adversely
affected by the legalization of abortion, yet careful interpretation should be taken for the
estimate. The confidence interval for Blacks is between -0.06 and 0.002. In this case,
Pop-Eleches’ hypothesis about different effects for different people accessing abortion is
not existent, it may be present but these models do not perform well in capturing the
alleged effect.
Tables 2 and 3 have the implicit assumption that the effect will be present, and
constant, across all states of conception. This is quite a strong assumption. A way to more
accurately test this assumption is to partition the cohorts by those who were conceived in
a state with a high reported abortion rate, and those that were conceived in states with
low reported abortion rates. A state with a high reported abortion rate is defined as a state
with a reported abortion rate one standard deviation from the mean, which includes
California, Alaska, Kansas, Michigan, New York, and Oregon. The results are presented
in Table 4.
††

When the state of birth, and birth-state controls were left out of the model, the estimates were very
similar. To avoid presenting irrelevant information the estimates are not presented here; although, they are
available upon request.
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Table 4
Cohorts Conceived After Roe v. Wade in High Abortion State

‡‡

Constant

High Abortion
State

Dep. Variable = Log(Real Annual Wage and Salary Income)
I
II
III
IV
V
9.113*** 6.879*** 9.050*** 6.945*** 9.277***
[1.6461]
[1.4754]
[1.4848]
[1.323]
[1.4410]
0.071***
[0.0244]

0.047**
[0.0202]

-0.001
[0.0125]

0.000
[0.0105]

-0.015
[0.0267]

0.000
[0.01208]

Yes
Yes
No
No
No

Yes
Yes
No
No
Yes

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
No

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes
Yes
No
No

Yes
Yes
No
Yes
No

0.0020
164,774

0.1045
164,774

0.0247
164,774

0.1165
164,774

0.0211
164,774

0.0118
164,774

Controls for:
Age & Age²
Year
State
Birth-State
Education
R²
Observations
*significant at 10%
**significant at 5%
***significant at 1%

VI
9.235***
[1.5600]

The standard errors are clustered by state surveyed and are reported in brackets. Each column
represents a different regression and the Controls list which control variables were added to or
excluded from the model.

Table 4 presents the regression analysis of six different specifications of equation
(3.0). Grouping the cohorts into states where the reported abortion rate was over 19%
should offer more interesting estimates, yet the estimates are conflicting across the
various specifications. When state surveyed and birth-state effects are excluded from the
model there is an average increase of 7.1%, but once the controls are added the effect is
zero presented in column III. It may be illuminating to see this partitioned by race, Table
4 presents the estimates.

‡‡

A high abortion state is defined as a state with an abortion rate above 19%, which is one standard
deviation away from the mean.
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Table 5
Cohorts Conceived After Roe v. Wade in High Abortion State, by Race
Dep. Variable = Log(Real Wage Income)
Asians
0.278***
[0.0313]
-0.041
[0.0359]

Base

High
Abortion*Race
Controls for:
Age & Age²
Year
State & Birth-State
Education

Blacks
-0.358***
[0.0173]
0.025
[0.0346]

Hispanics
-0.231***
[0.0199]
0.003
[0.0230]

Other
-0.281***
[0.0945]
0.045
[0.0619]

Whites
--0.001
[0.0108]

Yes
Yes
Yes
No
0.0388
164,774

R²
Observations
*significant at 10%
**significant at 5%
***significant at 1%

Natives
-0.446***
[0.0491]
0.045
[0.0619]

The standard errors are clustered by state surveyed and are reported in brackets. In this regression the
“White” indicator was left out of the regression, as it was reported as the constant. The estimates presented
here are the coefficients.

Table 5 presents the estimates of the single regression analysis analogous to
equation (2.1), yet this model suggests that there is no statistical relationship with
abortion and income; although, the magnitudes of the coefficients are interesting. The
three, in particular, that are notable are the coefficients for Blacks, Natives, and Other
non-Whites. This specification suggests that Native Americans saw an increase in their
wage-income for those who were born in states with high reported abortion rates. Blacks
saw a 2% decrease in their wage-income, which is consistent with Table 3. Controlling
for the state of birth and the state surveyed drastically changed the estimates of the
previous models; thus, care should be taken in interpreting the model. Again, testing the
sensitivity of the results, as well as the assumptions of the specifications, by excluding
state of births and state surveyed effects yields the results in Table 5.1.
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Table 5.1
Cohorts Conceived After Roe v. Wade in High Abortion State, by Race
Dep. Variable = Log(Real Wage Income)
Asians
Blacks
Hispanics
Natives
Other
Base
0.347*** -0.340*** -0.179***
-0.511***
-0.206**
[0.0668]
[0.0271]
[0.0258]
[0.0454]
[0.0983]
-0.144**
0.049
0.021
0.07
-0.001**
High
Abortion*Race
[0.0563]
[0.0360]
[0.0406]
[0.0671]
[0.1503]
Controls for:
Age & Age²
Yes
Year
Yes
State & Birth-State
No
Education
No
R²
Observations
*significant at 10%
**significant at 5%
***significant at 1%

Whites
-0.056*
[0.0281]

0.0164
164,774
The standard errors are clustered by state surveyed and are reported in brackets. In this regression the
“White” indicator was left out of the regression, so it was reported as the constant. The estimated presented
here are the coefficients

The estimates are very different. The estimate for Asians is now statistically
significant and very large in its magnitude, along with the estimate for Whites. The
estimate for Asians has a confidence interval of -0.258 to -0.031; so, even at the lower
bound there may be evidence of a negative effect. The estimate for Whites actually
changes direction and is stronger in its statistical significance; rejecting a null hypothesis
of zero against a two sided test at the 10% level, yet the confidence interval is
approximately between -0.0007 and 0.112, so caution should be taken in the
interpretation. The two specifications offer inconclusive information and suggest that
assumptions about the effect of abortion heavily influence the empirical results. Recall
one of the properties of Ordinary Least-Squares, the inclusion of superfluous results will
increase the standard errors of a particular estimate, but their inclusion will never bias the
coefficient. Therefore, the specifications that present all of the controls may increase the
standard errors, but they will not yield misleading coefficients. Thus, the superior
specification includes both state and birth-state effects.
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The negative effect of the legalization of abortion on wage-income that has been
discovered in this analysis is contradicting to a priori assumptions about the direction of
the relationship, but they are, indeed, present and need attention. To further inspect the
effect of abortion the cohorts can be partitioned into cohorts that were born in a state with
illegal abortion before 1973 after Roe v. Wade, and cohorts that were born in states with
legal abortion prior to 1973 after Roe v. Wade. This method allows for a difference in
difference model, which may be desirable due to concerns that macroeconomic factors
are affecting the changes in wage-income. Using the cohort born in a state with legal
abortion after Roe v. Wade, where the policy change would have had no effect, as a as a
baseline allows one to see the change after macroeconomic factors, and other possible
unobservable factors, are controlled for. Table 6 present the results.

Constant
Legal State
After
After in Illegal
Abortion State
Controls for:
Age & Age²
Year
State
Birth-State
Education
R²
Observations
*significant at 10%
**significant at 5%
***significant at 1%

Table 6
Before and After Roe v. Wade in Legal Abortion State
Dep. Variable = Log(Real Wage Income)
I
II
III
IV
V
VI
9.883***
7.395*** 9.704*** 7.291*** 7.395*** 9.950***
[1.5700]
[1.386]
[1.1779] [1.1103] [1.3855] [1.2400]
0.128***
[0.0260]
-0.003
[0.0209]
-0.010
[0.0193]

0.0748***
[0.0164]
0.002
[0.0183]
-0.011
[0.0168]

-0.104*
[0.0539]
0.073*
[0.0385]
-0.082*
[0.0434]

-0.09***
[0.0265]
0.042***
[0.0141]
-0.05***
[0.0163]

0.045
[0.0589]
-0.001
[0.0201]
-0.011
[0.0188]

0.179***
[0.0636]
0.044**
[0.0183]
-0.05**
[0.0197]

Yes
Yes
No
No
No

Yes
Yes
No
No
Yes

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
No

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes
Yes
No
No

Yes
Yes
No
Yes
No

0.0030
164,774

0.1049
167,774

0.0238
164,774

0.1163
164,774

0.0212
164,774

0.0110
164,774

The standard errors are clustered by state surveyed and are reported in brackets. Each column represents a
different regression and the Controls list which control variables were added to or excluded from the model.
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Table 6 presents the regression analysis of six different specifications of the effect
of the legalization of abortion and is the specification suggested by equation (3.0). The
coefficient that should reveal the effect of abortion on wage-income is the coefficient on
the “After in Illegal Abortion State.” The effect will represent the difference relative to
someone born after Roe v. Wade. Intriguingly, the estimates all suggest a negative
coefficient. Intriguingly, the specification without controls suggests that the coefficient is
very near zero, with a small standard error and equally negligible coefficient, yet after
controlling for the state of birth, the estimate is very strong in its statistical significance.
Furthermore, after even after controlling for education, i.e., column IV with all of the
controls, the effect is still strongly negative. The implication of this model is that after
controlling for potential macroeconomic effects, and other possible unobserved factors,
there is no presence of the Wantedness Hypothesis, and, in fact, the contrary. The
economic significance of this coefficient is rather shocking, suggesting that those who
saw a change in abortion policies in their birth-state had a decrease of roughly 8% in their
wages. Yet, it is important to note the interpretation of this particular specification, it
would suggest that the annual wage and salary income of someone born after the policy
change in an illegal abortion state would be equal to the wage of someone born before the
policy change in an illegal abortion state. The predicted wage for someone born prior to
1973 in a state with illegal abortion equals 9.74, and 9.731. Again, it may be enlightening
to partition these estimates by race; the results are presented in Table 7.
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Table 7
Before and After Roe v. Wade in Legal Abortion State, by Race
Dep. Variable = Log(Real Wage Income)
Race
Legal State*Race
After*Race
After, Illegal
State*Race
Controls for:
Age & Age²
Year
State & Birth-State
Education

Asians
0.430***
[0.0684]
-0.235**
[0.0680]
-0.105
[0.1021]
0.113
[0.1434]

Blacks
-0.333***
[0.0282]
0.084**
[0.0406]
-0.043
[0.0470]
0.015
[0.0568]

Hispanics
-0.193***
[0.0314]
0.007
[0.0300]
-0.06
[0.0489]
0.063
[0.05462]

Other
-0.299**
[0.1526]
0.284*
[0.1648]
-0.240
[0.3110]
0.220
[0.3554]

Whites
-0.086***
[0.0230]
0.046*
[0.0258]
-0.059**
[0.0278]

Yes
Yes
No
No

R²
Observations
*significant at 10%
**significant at 5%
***significant at 1%

Natives
-0.511***
[0.0526]
-0.094
[0.1147]
-0.194*
[0.0996]
0.279**
[0.1248]

0.0179
164,774

The standard errors are clustered by state surveyed and are reported in brackets. In this regression the
“White” indicator was left out of the regression, so it was reported as the constant.

Table 7 presents the regression analysis of a single equation without birth-state
and state surveyed effects. The estimates in this model that will be of particular interest
will be those in the row labeled “After, Illegal State*Race.” The estimates for Asians,
Blacks, Hispanics, and Other non-Whites are all statistically insignificant; although, the
coefficients are economically significant. The point estimates for Asians, Blacks, Natives,
and Other non-Whites are rather large in their magnitude, yet have equally large standard
errors. The estimate for Native Americans is strongly positive and rejects a hypothesis
test of zero against a two sided test at the 95% level. The confidence interval is between
0.03 and 0.5, and suggests are positive effect, even at the lower bound, yet it is important
to note that there are only 192 observations in the Other Non-White cohort. For Whites,
the estimate is negative, approximately -6%, suggesting that there was, indeed, a negative
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effect from the legalization of abortion. Including the state of birth and state surveyed
effects will allow controls for potential bias; the specification is presented in Table 7.1.
Table 7.1
Before and After Roe v. Wade in Legal Abortion State, by Race
Dep. Variable = Log(Real Wage Income)
Race
Legal State*Race
After*Race
After, Illegal
State*Race
Controls for:
Age & Age²
Year
State & Birth-State
Education

Asians
0.333***
[0.0450]
-0.12***
[0.0401
-0.002
[0.1013]
-0.03
[0.1195]

Blacks
-0.352***
[0.0202]
0.09**
[0.0340]
-0.043
[0.0444]
0.01
[0.0537]

Hispanics
-0.217***
[0.0311]
-0.03
[0.0255]
-0.033
[0.0562]
0.031
[0.0566]

Other
-0.40***
[0.1444]
0.336**
[0.1652]
-0.130
[0.3079]
0.171
[0.3417]

Whites
--0.156***
[0.0465]
0.067*
[0.0384]
-0.082*
[0.0412]

Yes
Yes
Yes
No

R²
Observations
*significant at 10%
**significant at 5%
***significant at 1%

Natives
-0.448***
[0.0566]
-0.115
[0.0888]
-0.08
[0.0855]
0.156
[0.1078]

0.0382
164,774

The standard errors are clustered by state surveyed and are reported in brackets. In this regression the
“White” indicator was left out of the regression, so it was reported as the constant.

The results are quite different in this case; except for the estimate for Whites born
prior to Roe v. Wade in a state with illegal abortion. The result for Whites is, indeed,
consistent with the previous two tables, yet the result for Native Americans born after
Roe v. Wade in a state that had illegal abortion prior to 1973 now has a confidence
interval of -.06 to 0.37 and yields a test statistics, against a null hypothesis of zero, of 0.5.
What is learned in this specification, along with the specification of Table 7 is that the
alleged effect of the legalization of abortion on wages either not present, or negative.
The estimate for Whites that were born after Roe v. Wade in a state with illegal
abortion prior to Roe v. Wade is economically and statistically significant. Recall the
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previous estimates of the effects of the legalization of abortion that suggested a negative
relationship, this result may be caused by legal abortion allowing one to participate in
sexual activity without worry of fertility consequences. Consider the case where someone
wants to access abortion, yet decides against doing so prior to the procedure. In this case,
the child is still unwanted. In fact, one could argue that this child may be relatively more
unwanted, due to the fact that the mother chose not to access abortion out of fear of a
social judgment, or psychological concerns. The child may, instead, grow up in the
opposite environment than the previous hypothesis alleged.
Another possibility is the consumers of abortion may be women in higher income
classes. If this selection effect is strong then children will be more likely to grow up in
lower income classes, which would lead to them having a lower relative wage. In fact,
Cooksley [1990] and Lundberg and Plotnick [1995] found that, for teenage mothers,
those who access abortion are more likely to be in a higher income class. Yet, while
interesting anecdotes can easily be constructed to attempt to explain the negative
relationship found in this analysis, it contradicts previous evidence and is atheoretical.
Thus, a more comprehensive understanding of this result needs to be inspected.§§
The models thus far do pry at an interesting question, in particular, about whether
the wantedness that may be affecting wages is affecting participation in the labor force,
among other factors. Recall that Pop-Eleches [2006] found cohorts to be more likely to
attain higher levels of education, after controlling for the mother’s family background
information. It is, therefore, natural to question if the same behavior is observed in this
sample. Table 8 presents the estimates of a binary probit model indicating whether the
§§

This presents an interesting research opportunity where it may be desirable to analyze changes in income
identical to this study but using socioeconomic background information of the mother, similar to PopEleches [2006]. Although, finding a large enough data set with this information may be challenging.
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respondent was currently employed, had attained at least a high school diploma, and
whether they had ever been married.

Dependent Variable
Legal State
After
After in Illegal
Abortion State
Controls for:
Age & Age²
Year
State
Birth-State
Pseudo R²
Observations
*significant at 10%
**significant at 5%
***significant at 1%

Table 8
The Socioeconomic Effects of Roe v. Wade
HS Diploma
Employed
I
II

Married
III

-0.006
[0.0095]
0.007
[0.0066]
-0.008
[0.0071]

0.005
[0.0145]
0.002
[0.0018]
-0.002
[0.0023]

0.038***
[0.0358]
-0.023**
[0.0094]
0.018*
[0.0094]

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

0.0238
164,774

0.0071
168,020

0.0160
164,774

The standard errors are clustered by state surveyed and are reported in brackets. Each column represents a
different regression and the Controls list which control variables were added to or excluded from the model.

Table 8 presents the marginal effects of the estimated probit models and suggests
no evidence of the legalization of abortion affecting education or employment, yet there
is small evidence of an effect for marriage. The specifications that have been presented in
the previous tables suggest several important conclusions: (1) the estimates, typically, are
not robust to the inclusion of various regressors, (2) in several cases both specifications
find the opposite evidence of the Wandtedness Hypothesis, (3) after controlling for
potential macroeconomic effects there is little evidence of any effect of the legalization of
abortion for non-Whites and a negative effect for Whites, and (4) I find no evidence in
my sample of the Wantedness Hypothesis affecting socioeconomic covariates.
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CHAPTER SIX
CONCLUDING REMARKS
This paper has sought to find the future income effect from the legalization of
abortion. The previous literature in abortion had implications towards the making of this
paper; they gave evidence that abortion affected factors that affect wages; yet the results
that this analysis found were, surprisingly, inconsistent with much of the previous
research. Specifically, Pop-Eleches [2006] found strong evidence that cohorts born after
abortion was banned had relatively worse labor market and educational outcomes, and
the contrary when the ban was lifted.
This analysis presented non-parametric evidence suggesting that there was an
increase in the average wage-income for cohorts born prior to Roe v. Wade in a state with
legal abortion, yet this result is only true if one believes the density functions will reveal
the effect. The interesting conclusion*** that this may suggest is that the cohort born prior
to Roe v. Wade in a legal abortion state was the only group to see the effect of legalizing
abortion, or that there was some other event that affected the wage-income of those born
in Alaska, California, Hawaii, New York, and Washington.
Parameterizing the density functions yields contradicting evidence; after
controlling for state of birth and state surveyed effects, the effect was estimated to be
negative. Moreover, all of the specifications using Ordinary Least-Squares suggest no
effect, or, at best, a negative one. The results were rarely robust and leveraged very easily

***

Charles and Stephens found a similar behavioral result for their analysis; the cohort born immediately
before and after the policy change did not see any effect, but the cohort born prior to Roe v. Wade in a state
with legal abortion did see a behavioral difference.
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by different specification of the model. The specification that did yield robust results was
the specification that suggested there was a negative effect present. Therefore, the most
credible model in this analysis has been the one with the most counterintuitive result: that
there was no effect of the legalization of abortion on wages for non-Whites, and a negative
effect for Whites.

The specification using cohorts born just before and after Roe v. Wade offered
inconsistent evidence in favor of a change in income; in fact, in some specifications there
was presence of both positive and negative effects. The estimated density functions were
nearly identical for the cohorts born just before and after Roe v. Wade. Changing the
specification to exploit the cohorts born in states with legal abortion prior to Roe v. Wade
allowed for a natural way to control for potential macroeconomic effects; after exploiting
this information, there was no evidence suggesting that the legalization of abortion
positively affected wages; and, in fact, I find evidence in the contrary.
In spite of the fact that the inference based upon the fully parametric
specifications of income for the different cohorts of these analyses offer very surprising
information, the non-parametric evidence in this analysis did present interesting
conclusions: (1) Non-Whites and Whites were affected similarly, with respect to the
change in the density; (2) although the change was similar for Non-Whites and Whites,
Non-Whites saw a larger visual change in the magnitude of the density; and (3) the
cohort born prior to Roe v. Wade in a state with legal abortion may have seen an increase
in their wages, as well as a change in the composition of their income classes. But, again,
once state, birth-state, and potential macroeconomic effects are controlled for the results
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contradict the density functions and suggest that the legalization of abortion had a
negative effect on wages.
The decision to ban or legalize abortion is one that lies in ethics; since this paper
is not an ethical or philosophical one, there is no implication, argument, or support
presented in favor, or against, the legalization of abortion. That decision is to be decided
by society and the political economy; yet it is imperative that precise, honest evidence be
presented in empirical analyses that are deeply tied to moral precepts, so that policy
decisions may be made with accurate information. It is, above all else, of absolute
precedence to present all of the results, not only those worth publishing, but those that
suggest small changes in specifications lead to extreme changes in inference; indeed, this
analysis has found just that.
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